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Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Dear Sin 

This is responsive to the Office Action mailed on November 18, 2005. Applicant 
respectfully requests reconsideration of this application. 

Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection under 35 U.S.C §102 based upon the 
Hamaduy el al reference. Hamada, et al does not leach what the Examiner contends. An access 
request as described in the Hamada, et al reference is not the same thing as a sector-switching 
indicator. When a mobile station desires to access a random access channel, that is not the same 
thing as a mobile station providing an indication that it desires to switch from one sector to another. 
The Hamada, et al. reference focuses on limiting or eliminating interference. There is no 
anticipation. 
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Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection of claims 16-18 under 35 U.S.C §102 based 
upon the Brouwer reference. That reference docs not teach what the Examiner contends. The 
subject matter in column 10, lines 1-10, has nothing to do with a sector switching indication. 
Instead, the SSDT indicator issued by the mobile station has to do with the mobile station 
measuring received base station signals during a diversity handoff procedure and selecting the base 
station with the best signal by measuring the common pilot signals received from each base station. 
(See e.g., column 9, lines 43-47 of the Brouwer reference). The procedure described in the first ten 
lines of column 10 has to do with determining whether a power control command was reliable. 
That is not the same thing as what Applicant claims. There is no anticipation. 

Applicant respectfully traverses the rejections under 35 U.S.C. §103. The rejection of 
claims 3, 5-7, 9-12 and 14-15 based upon the proposed combination of the Hamada, et aL reference 
with the Tee reference does not include a prima facie case of obviousness. As mentioned above, 
the Hamada, et aL reference does not teach what the Examiner contends. Therefore, even if there 
were some motivation for combining the references, the result is not the same as what is claimed 
and there is no prima fade case oF obviousness. 

The rejection of claim 4 based upon the proposed combination of the Hamada, et aL and 
Brouwer references does not include a prima facie case of obviousness for the same reasons. 
Additionally, there is no motivation for combining the teachings of those references because the 
diversity handover technique of the Brouwer reference has no applicability to the interference 
control technique of the Hamada, et al. reference. Where there is no benefit to malting a proposed 
combination, there is no prima facie case of obviousness. 
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The rejection of claims 8 and 13 based upon <i proposed combination of the Hamada, et ai, 
Tee and Brouwer references does not include a prima facie case of obviousness. As mentioned 
above, Hamada, et al does not teach what the Examiner contends. Therefore, even if the 
combination could somehow be made, the result is not the same as the claimed invention. 
Moreover, there is no motivation for making the combination as just described. The techniques of 
the Hamada, et aL and Brouwer references have no applicability to each other. Therefore, the 
combination cannot be made and there is no prima facie case of obviousness. 

The same is true of the rejection of claim 19 based upon the proposed combination of the 
Brouwer and Hamada, et al references. 

This case is in condition for allowance. Tf the Examiner believes that a telephone 
conference will facilitate moving this case forward to being issued, Applicant's representative 
will be happy to discuss any issues regarding this application and can be contacted at the 
telephone number indicated below. 

Respectfully submitted, 

CARLSON, GASKEY & OLDS, P.C. 




Dated: February 17, 2006 



Davidtt. GaslteV Reg. No. 37,139 
400 W.Waple^R^ad, Suite 350 
Birmingham, MT 48009 
(248) 988-8360 
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